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Introduction 
The Chinese Ministry of Education (MOE) initiatives to improve the English competence of 
college students, as well as increased proficiency level of entering college students (Cheng, 2002) 
have contributed to greater demands on Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) academics 
(MOE, 2004), as “the upgrading of national English proficiency, then, is predicated largely on the 
professional competence of the teaching force” (Hu, 2005, p. 655). For TEFL academics, one 
component of this competence is the capacity to conduct research (Shu, 2002), which also reflects 
other changes in Chinese higher education. The aspirations of higher education institutions at all 
levels have led to more rigorous recruitment policies and promotion requirements (Che, 2004; 
Wang, 2007), stressing research as an important indicator of academics’ performance (Shi, 2002; 
Pan, 2006). These changes highlight the role of research in higher education institutions’ efforts to 
raise their national status and world ranking (Zhang, Wang, & He, 2006), and have exerted 
influences on faculty’s academic role. Academics are obliged to engage in research activities, and 
this has posed challenges to teaching-oriented institutions and disciplines.  
 There is a sense of urgency for Chinese TEFL academics to develop research profiles 
(Author, 2008). English language teaching, as a discipline, has traditionally been teaching-oriented 
in China. This occurs for TEFL academics teaching non-English majors, whose main mission is to 
teaching general English skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing). TEFL academics teaching 
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English majors may be in a better position, as may have a specific field of research focus apart from 
teaching the four skills. Both groups of TEFL academics in China are required to research and 
publish, particularly in higher education institutions (i.e., universities and colleges) that offer 
Bachelor degrees.  
Compared with the massive body of studies about academics’ research performance in 
Western literature, there is a paucity of studies about Chinese TEFL academics. The studies that do 
exist either touch upon TEFL academics’ research only as part of the comprehensive survey design 
(Dai & Zhang, 2004; Zhou, 2005), or collected research output data from selected journals (e.g., 
Song & Zhang, 2000). While some researchers proposed explanations for Chinese TEFL academics’ 
research productivity level (Yang et al., 2001), others merely appealed to TEFL academics to 
engage in research, and provided suggestions on publishing research (Liu, 1998; Shu, 2002). 
Considering China’s massive potential for research, there have been few enquiries into research 
performance of Chinese TEFL academics. Indeed, it is necessary to identify Chinese TEFL 
academics’ research capacities in order to determine where to target research needs.  
 
Literature Review 
Some leading Chinese TEEL educators argued that teaching and research are recognised as 
being equally important to TEFL academics (Huang, 2006; Wu, 2005) where teaching informs 
research and vice versa. However, there are TEFL academics who perceive that teaching should 
take priority over research (Yang, Zhang, & Xie, 2001), and that teaching effectively can readily 
occur without reading research or doing research (Zhou, 2005). Some academics consider it a waste 
of time and an extra burden on them (Xia, 2009). Nevertheless, there is an abundance of empirical 
research (e.g., Neumann, 1992; Robertson & Bond, 2001; Wei, Cheng, & Zhao, 2006) highlighting 
that research and teaching can enhance each other. Research can enable TEFL academics to reflect 
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on and improve on teaching (Borg, 2007; Hiep, 2006). It can also keep TEFL academic informed of 
the most current theories and practices in the field (Dai & Zhang, 2004; Zhou, 2005).  
Research provides numerous advantages for the practitioner. The teaching and research 
nexus has been argued as a way to develop TEFL academics’ research and teaching practices (Xia, 
2009). On a personal level, conducting research can satisfy an academic’s curiosity and creativity 
(Åkerlind, 2008; Chen, Gupta, & Hoshower, 2006). It can also provide job satisfaction (Metcalf, 
Stevens, & Weale, 2005). TEFL academics need to be up-to-date with pedagogical practices and 
with knowledge of the field. Research can contribute to knowledge of foreign language teaching 
(Shu, 2002). On a professional level, it can increase professional status (Åkerlind, 2008; 
McDonough & McDonough, 1990), including being useful for promotion (Yang et al., 2001; Yang, 
Liu, & Jin, 2002). Some TEFL academics want to make an impact in a wider arena. This impact 
may come in the form of conference presentations, journals at national and international levels, 
authoring books and other publications or being involved in transcription or project work. These 
types of endeavour may also present opportunities for influencing and informing policy makers 
(Brindley, 1991; Liu, 1999). 
Studies have found some personal dispositions desirable for research. Productive researchers 
are usually internally driven to conduct research (Bland et al., 2005; Brocato & Mavis, 2005) and 
continuously devise research plans (Brocato & Mavis, 2005; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007). The 
reportedly lack of systematic research training and disciplinary knowledge constitutes an 
impediment for TEFL academics’ research engagement and capacity (Dai & Zhang, 2004; Gao, 
2006; Hiep, 2006), and result in their lack of research confidence (Dai & Zhang, 2004). This is 
particularly the case with Chinese TEFL academics whose academic qualifications are relatively 
low and doctorate degree holders are few (Dai & Zhang, 2004). Limited opportunities that are 
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available to TEFL academics to engage actively with like-minded colleagues also restrict their 
communication network for conducting research (Xia, 2002; Zhou, 2005).  
Research-learning opportunities provided by tertiary institutions can facilitate the 
development of TEFL research capacity. For instance, administration’s encouragement for TEFL 
academics to do research and publish is important, whether in monetary form or oral praise (Pratt, 
Margaritis, & Coy, 1999). Research training workshops (Borg, 2007; Liu, 1999) with leaders who 
themselves are research active may help this process (Hao & Zhang, 2007; Yang et al., 2001). A 
collaborative work environment would facilitate academics’ research work and enhance 
productivity (Borg, 2007; Gao, 2006). However, Chinese TEFL academics were found to have 
inadequate awareness about the importance of research in their teaching and self-improvement 
(Zhou, 2005; Hao & Zhang, 2007). Unavailable resources such as ready access to research books 
and journals also discouraged TEFL academics from publishing (Gao, 2006; Hiep, 2006). TEFL 
academics reported lack of financial support for presenting refereed papers at conferences (Hiep, 
2006), and inviting scholars to discuss research (Borg, 2007). Many TEFL academics reported 
heavy teaching workloads (Dai & Zhang, 2004; Hiep, 2006) that compete time for research. Indeed, 
it is with high-level support that academics can become available and confident for conducting 
research (Bazeley, 2003; Kotrlik, Bartlett, Higgins, & Williams, 2002). Yet, to understand the level 
of required support necessitates understanding research productivity outputs and constraints. Indeed, 
there is no instrument that measures TEFL academics’ perceptions about their research. The 
research question for this study was: What instrument can be developed to measure TEFL 
academics’ perceptions about, individual and workplace characteristics for conducting research? 
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Conceptual framework. 
The aforementioned literature was used to identify a theoretical framework with four constructs for 
designing an instrument to measure TEFL academics’ perceptions about research.  The first 
construct centres on their perceptions about the teaching and research nexus, hence, determining the 
importance they place on both teaching and research (e.g., Huang, 2006; Robertson & Bond, 2001).  
The second construct focused on their personal perspectives for conducting research, that is, using 
research to advance knowledge of the field (Shu, 2002) and improve teaching (Chen, Gupta, & 
Hoshower, 2006; Hiep, 2006; Shu, 2002), along with benefits such as increased professional status 
(Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001), job satisfaction (Metcalf, Stevens, & Weale, 2005), promotional 
prospects (Huang, 2006), and personal satisfaction (Åkerlind, 2008). Determining whether 
academics consider research a burden (Zhu, 2002) or waste of time (Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001) may 
also be viewed as a personal perspective for conducting research. The third construct is based on 
their predispositions for planning research and conducting research (Ito & Brotheridge, 2007), 
which includes being internally driven to conduct research (Love et al., 2007), the amount of 
research training (Hemmings et al., 2007), networking capacity with other researchers (Bland et al., 
2005), and their knowledge (Brocato & Mavis, 2005) and confidence (Hemmings et al., 2007) for 
conducting research. The fourth construct proposed is focused on the TEFL academics’ workplace 
contexts for conducting research, which necessitates a culture of collaboration (Borg, 2007) with 
administration encouraging research (Gao, 2006), providing adequate resources such as journals 
(Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001),  workshops (Grbich, 1998), and inviting scholars to discuss research 
(Dai & Zhang, 2004). In addition, this construct needs to include administrative support for 
attending conferences (Hiep, 2006), mentoring by research leaders (Bland et al., 2005), and 
managing teaching workloads (Gao, 2006) with opportunities to talk about research (Smeby & Try, 
2005). 
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The research literature indicates four hypothetical constructs, namely: (1) Perceptions on teaching 
and research nexus; (2) Personal perspectives for conducting research; (3) Predispositions for 
conducting research; and, (4) Workplace context for conducting research. Each construct has 
supporting items (or survey statements) identified through the research literature (Table 1), which 
will be discussed as a framework for a confirmatory factor analysis.    
  
Method 
Survey development and piloting test 
The survey instrument aims to measure TEFL academics’ responses to variables 
conceptualised and operationalised as statements (e.g., see Neuman, 2000, p. 250). The statements 
are drawn from empirical evidence in the field of (TEFL) academic research, where two or more 
studies were used to justify the inclusion of each survey item. Item construction then adhered to the 
ten principles outlined in Neuman (2000, pp. 252-255) to ensure construct validity. The process of 
constructing the instrument and items aligned with the research evidence as indicated in Table 1 
represent (the four constructs) associated with advancing TEFL academics' research 
productivity.  The first stage of the study involved collecting data on the quantity and quality of 
Chinese TEFL academics’ research productivity, and their perceptions about research. The study 
sought to identify the prevailing patterns in the above-mentioned variables and proportions of 
people in particular categories (Cohen, Manion, & Morison, 2007). To fulfill this purpose, the 
survey was selected to address the research question for the initial stage as the survey has the 
following strengths for this study. It is an effective and the most economical way to access a large 
number of people (in this study n=182) and volume of information (Cohen et al., 2007; Creswell, 
2008; Neuman, 2007). Second, the survey has minimal control effects, which suits the researcher’s 
intention of describing the aggregated patterns instead of building causal relations in the first part of 
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the study (Creswell, 2008). Third, as some research questions are self-reported perceptions about 
individual and institutional characteristics, and research performance, the survey is an appropriate 
design (Neuman, 2007). As this study gathered current information about Chinese TEFL academics, 
a cross-sectional survey was used (Creswell, 2008). 
Survey items were based on the literature (Table 1). The 30-item survey was constructed in 
English as Chinese TEFL academics are English and Chinese bilinguals. Participants were required 
to rate the statements on a five-point Likert scale (strongly disagree, disagree, uncertain, agree, and 
strongly agree) that aimed to describe their experiences. 
 
INSERT Table 1 
 
The survey instrument was sent to 10 Chinese TEFL academics through email or face-to-face 
handout, as a way to pilot test the survey towards refining it (Litwin, 2003). These participants shared 
the same academic background as the targeted sample. They were asked to trial the survey and 
provide feedback on the time it took them to complete the survey instrument, clerical mistakes if any 
in the instrument, the form and content of the instrument, wording that caused problems, such as 
being vague, offensive, and redundant, and any comments they would like to offer to improve the 
survey. The feedback on the survey was collected and used to modify the instrument so that 
appropriate questions are asked and in an appropriate way. For example, some academics indicated 
that the word “mentors” in item 27 “We are mentored by research leaders when engaged in research” 
was unfamiliar, so this statement was changed into “we are guided by research leaders when engaged 
in research”.   
 
Participants 
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The participants were 182 Chinese TEFL academics from three Chinese higher education 
institutions. All the three higher education providers were located in the central region of China, an 
economically developing region situated in between the economically developed coastal region and 
the underdeveloped western region. The three institutions represented three major types of higher 
education institutions in China offering Bachelor’s degrees or above: a key national research 
university with multiple disciplines, a key provincial institute specialised in economics-related 
disciplines, and a provincial university with multiple disciplines. Each institution had an English 
Language and literature Department and a College English Teaching Department, so the TEFL 
academics for the study were from six departments. As their role performance, all the TEFL 
academics from the three institutions were required to research as well as to teach.    
Analytical techniques 
Data were subjected to Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) for Structural Equation 
Modelling (SEM; see Kline, 1998).  CFA is a theory-testing model that identifies the number and 
composition of factors for analysis, as opposed to an exploratory factor analysis, which aims to 
explore possible relationships between items (Gillaspy, 1996). For CFA analysis of the survey 
instrument used in this study, it was hypothesised that particular items (variables) would be collated 
into constructs (factors) based on literature and empirical studies (e.g., Table 1). For example, it was 
hypothesised that under the factor Perceptions on teaching and research nexus there were four 
related variables with associated literature sources, namely: (1) teaching and research are equally 
important (Huang, 2006; Hao & Zhang, 2007); (2) teaching should take priority over research (Dai 
& Zhang, 2004; Huang, 2006); (3) you can teach well without reading research or doing research 
(Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001; Zhou, 2005); and (4) research and teaching enhance each other 
(Neumann, 1992; Robertson & Bond, 2001). All items with related literature sources are outlined in 
Table 1.  
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A CFA analysis examines relationships including similarities or differences among and 
between variables (Neuman, 2007). This survey instrument collected completed data from 182 
Chinese TEFL academics. Statistics were interpreted as follows: items with squared multiple 
correlations greater than .50 indicated an acceptable statistical relationship to the theoretical factor; 
and a scale Cronbach alpha greater than .70 was considered acceptable for the internal reliability of 
the scale associated with each theoretical factor. Correlation coefficients measure the relationship 
between two variables (Kline, 1998). CFA can therefore test the hypothesised underlying factor 
structure, which includes an evaluation of the construct validity, that is, whether the data confirms 
the theoretical factors (Kline, 1998).  Fit measures and indices provide an indication of the model’s 
goodness of fit (Hair et al., 1995; Kline, 1998).   
AMOS was the statistical software package used to conduct SEM.  Hair et al. (1995) 
recommend that SEM research employs at least one fit measure from each of the three types of 
goodness of fit measures (i.e., absolute, incremental, and parsimonious). The likelihood-ratio Chi-
square index is a basic absolute fit measure (Hair et al., 1995), and the chi-square to degrees of 
freedom ratio (CMIDF or χ2/df) can also function as an absolute fit measure with measures less than 
three as acceptable (Kline, 1998).  AMOS provides an Incremental Fit Index (IFI) with values closer 
to one indicating a better fitting model. It also provides a Comparative Fit Index (CFI), which “may 
be less affected by sample size” compared to some other incremental fit indexes (Kline, 1998, p. 129), 
indicating the percentage of fit better than the null hypothesis. Favourable values of the Root Mean 
Square Residual (RMR), which is based on the standardised covariance residuals, need to be less 
than .10 (Kline, 1998). Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is another fit measure 
with an acceptable range of .08 or less (Hair et al., 1995). Goodness of fit measures were used to 
determine a CFA model that may be a better statistical fit. Additionally, SPSS17 provided descriptive 
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statistics (frequencies and percent responses for response categories, mean scores, and standard 
deviations) of these TEFL Chinese academics’ perceptions.   
 
Results and discussion 
TEFL academics’ academic status varied in this research (teaching assistant 23.6%, lecturer 
47.3%, associate professor 22.5%, and professor 6.6%) as did years of teaching (1-5 years 27.4%, 
6-10 years 24.7%, 11-15 18.1%, 16-20 years 13.7%, > 21 years 15.9%). Out of the 182 participants 
(male=27%, females=73%), there were 19.8% with Bachelor’s degrees as their highest qualification, 
76.9% with a Master’s degree, and only 3.3% with doctorates, who were also in professorial 
positions.  
Various assumptions need to be met in order to interpret the CFA with confidence 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  The sample size should preferably exceed 200; however there were 
initially 245 participants in this study but surveys with incomplete responses were deleted rendering 
the number of complete survey responses to 182. In each analysis (n=182) standard errors of 
skewness fell within the ±2 range for all indicators, while for kurtosis, four items fell outside the ±2 
range (see Piovanelli, 2000), and for the CFA model skewness ranged from -1.613 to .615 and 
kurtosis ranged from -1.203 to 2.703; hence, sampling distributions exhibited mild platykurtosis for 
some indicators.  However, according to Finney and DiStefano (2006), data indicated maximum 
likelihood CFA is robust to mild and moderate violations of normality. The response scales of the 
variables were all the same, that is, a variable from each factor was scaled to one and other variables 
associated with that factor were measured relative to the scaled variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
1996).  Another assumption includes the linearity of all relationships (see Hair et al., 1995).   
 
The Independence Model and the CFA Model 
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The independence model, which tests the null hypothesis that all observed variables (items) 
were uncorrelated, was rejected, that is, χ2(435)=2347.656, p<.000, CMIDF=5.397, IFI and 
CFI=..000, RMR=.250, RMSEA=.156 (Table 2).  Accordingly, the CFA model proposed that the 
four factors covary and was associated with each indicated item (Table 3).  The hypothesized CFA 
model demonstrated an acceptable model fit, χ2(399)=758.416, p<.000, CMIDF=1.901, IFI=.816, 
CFI=.812, RMR=.085, RMSEA=.071.  
 
 
INSERT Table 2 
  
Although the fit statistics were acceptable, there were standardised several errors in the 
hypothesised model. Cronbach alphas for each key factor, namely, perceptions on teaching and 
research nexus (mean scale score= 14.27, SD= 3.18), personal perspectives for conducting research 
(mean scale score= 39.08, SD= 6.02), predispositions for conducting research (mean scale score= 
18.60, SD= 4.54), and workplace contexts for conducting research (mean scale score= 31.25, SD= 
5.69) were .63, .84, .84, and .74 respectively. Cronbach alpha score for the 30 survey items was .88. 
Correlations and covariances of the four factors were statistically significant in four out of six 
pairings of factors (see Table 3). Regression weights, which provide an indication of the relative 
contribution each variable makes to the specified factor (Agresti & Finlay, 1997) were also 
statistically significant with the exception of question 30 related to workload on the Workplace 
context factor (range: -.249 to 3.002; p<.000 to p<.426).  Standardised regression weights ranged 
from -.066 to .841, and all standard errors, which are a measure of how much the value of a test 
statistic varies from sample to sample, ranged from .084 to .918 for all items in the CFA model.  
Squared multiple correlations ranged from .004 to .707 and were below the threshold of .50 for 22 
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out of 30 items. Indicators which demonstrated non significant regression weights or regression 
weights >1 associated with a large standard error were indicative of model misspecification 
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).    
 
INSERT Table 3 
 
Due to the unacceptable reliability of the perceptions on teaching and research nexus factor 
and large correlation with the Personal perspectives factor, it was statistically appropriate to combine 
these two factors as a cluster sampling technique.  Furthermore, the non significant covariance 
between Workplace context and the combined perceptions on teaching and research and Personal 
perspectives factor was also deleted (see grey areas in Table 3).  A total of 13 indicators were deleted 
due to low SMC values or item redundancy as evidenced by large covariances with other indicators 
which shared a stronger relationship with their respective factor.  As listed in Table 2, the goodness 
of fit statistics were also much improved for the revised model, χ2(117)=190.726, p<.000, 
CMIDF=1.630, IFI=.941, CFI=.940, RMR=.059, RMSEA=.059. Figure 1 shows the revised CFA 
model.   
 
INSERT Figure 1.   
Cronbach alphas for the revised factors, which were personal perspectives for conducting 
research and perceptions on teaching and research nexus (mean scale score= 24.93, SD= 4.06), 
predispositions for conducting research (mean scale score= 18.60, SD= 4.54), and workplace 
contexts for conducting research (mean scale score= 14.84, SD= 4.11) were .85, .84, and .83 
respectively. Cronbach alpha score for the 17 survey items was .84. 
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Conclusion 
The survey instrument required considerable re-specifications to account for statistical 
variations. Nevertheless, there was no instrument that measures academics’ perceptions about, 
individual and workplace characteristics for conducting research and, as a starting point, the revised 
CFA model presents acceptable goodness of fit measures for a re-specified instrument. The 
instrument derived from the statistical analysis may provide higher reliability, however it will 
require further testing to be used to draw comparisons between past and present data. Moreover, this 
re-specified instrument may be used to determine areas for improving research productivity (e.g., 
items indicated on the instrument that could be enhanced through professional development 
programs and mentoring programs). The instrument may also be applicable to more academic 
groups beyond TEFL academics whose traditional role was teaching-dominated and for whom 
building a research profile becomes increasingly urgent. 
Subsequent analysis is needed to statistically test the relationship between the factors on the 
one hand and the survey participants’ research productivity on the other to understand whether and 
to what extent the factors affect Chinese TEFL academics’ research productivity. As survey 
participants are likely to give responses that they feel appropriate instead of their authentic 
responses and Likert scales only allow evaluation of a perspective already considered by the 
researcher (Creswell, 2008), it is highly necessary to conduct qualitative studies to elicit reasons for 
these TEFL academics’ perceptions about conducting research that lead to research outputs. Further 
research can also seek related and relevant information from the administrations in the three 
institutions to triangulate the findings from this study. Other investigations would be required to 
analyse and determine institutional influences on Chinese TEFL academics’ perceptions about 
research and personal dispositions for research, including the variables associated with each 
institution’s methods of facilitating research. 
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TEFL academics need to play a proactive role, as their self-development strategies are 
critical in their research capacity building (Yu, 2006). Real changes would not occur unless TEFL 
academics can genuinely recognise the value of research and take full advantage of available 
support to develop their dispositions desirable for research. It is important for them to realise the 
critical role of research in enhancing teaching, and research can be conducted of their classroom 
teaching (Xia, 2009). They also need to develop a sense of crisis and a sense of mission (Chen, 
2003; Yang et al., 2001), taking the challenge posed to them by the growing competence level of 
entering university students and the College English Teaching Reform (Huang, 2006; Yu, 2007). 
Engaging in research is an effective way to develop professionally (Xia, 2009). It is highly 
necessary for TEFL academics to actively seek research training opportunities, including academic 
activities held in house or out of one’s department and institution. Taking full advantage of research 
training is beneficial for developing their personal dispositions.  
It appears obvious from the literature that both individuals and institutions have key roles to 
play in facilitating a paradigm shift about research, that is, academics’ recognition of research as a 
valuable and necessary endeavour. TEFL academics’ capacity for producing high-quality research 
outputs needs to be realised and nurtured. Institutions and departments can prepare these academics 
through well-constructed support programs. Mentoring non-productive academics must be included 
as a method to increase research productivity. Importantly, the development of instruments to 
determine potential research capacity can assist in forging strong research productivity, particularly 
in targeting areas of need through professional development and mentoring programs.  
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Tables 
 
 
Table 1 
Constructs with associated survey items and literature sources 
          Survey Items                                                                                Associated Literature 
Perceptions on teaching and research nexus 
1. teaching and research are equally important.                                          (Huang, 2006; Hao & Zhang, 2007) 
2. teaching should take priority over research.                                            (Dai & Zhang, 2004; Huang, 2006) 
3. you can teach well without reading research or doing research.     (Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001; Zhou, 2005) 
4. research and teaching enhance each other.                                 (Neumann, 1992; Robertson & Bond, 2001) 
 
Personal perspectives for conducting research  
5. enables me to reflect on and improve my teaching.                         (Borg, 2007; Brindley, 1992; Hiep, 2006) 
6. keeps me informed of latest theories and practices in the field. (Chen, Gupta, & Hoshower, 2006; Shu, 2002) 
7 increases my professional status.                                                       (Huang, 2006; Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001) 
8. satisfies my curiosity and creativity.                                 (Åkerlind, 2008;  Chen, Gupta, & Hoshower, 2006) 
9. gives me job satisfaction.                                                                             (Metcalf, Stevens, & Weale, 2005) 
10. is useful for promotion.                                                                                            (Huang, 2006; Shu, 2002) 
11. can contribute to knowledge of foreign language field.             (Bruce, Hiep, & Stoodley, 2004; Shu, 2002)  
12. can inform policy-making.                                                                                    (Brindley, 1992; Shu, 2002) 
13. is a waste of time.                                                                                                  (Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001) 
14. is an extra burden on TEFL academics.                                                                        (Shu, 2002; Zhu, 2002) 
 
Predisposition for conducting research 
15. I received a fair amount of research training.                                        (Hemmings et al., 2007; Hiep, 2006) 
16. I am internally driven to conduct research.                              (Love et al., 2007; Yang, Zhang & Xie, 2001) 
17. I have a well-developed network of communication with other researchers.                    (Bland et al., 2005)     
18. I always make plans for research.                                     (Brocato & Mavis, 2005; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007) 
19. I have an in-depth knowledge of my research area.                 (Brocato & Mavis, 2005; Dai & Zhang, 2004) 
20. I have confidence in conducting research.                                         (Bazeley, 2003; Hemmings et al., 2007) 
 
Workplace context for conducting research  
21. the majority of people do mostly individual research (with no collaboration).        (Borg, 2007; Gao, 2006) 
22. the administration encourages us to do research and publish.     (Gao, 2006; Pratt, Margaritis, & Coy, 1999) 
23. we feel that research is an important part of our employment.                              (Borg, 2007; Huang, 2006)      
24. we have ready access to research books and journals either in the   library or via websites. (Yang, Zhang & 
Xie, 2001) 
25. the administration invites scholars to talk about current research.           (Borg, 2007; Dai & Zhang, 2004) 
26. we talk about research.                                                                             (Borg, 2007; Smeby & Try, 2005) 
27. we are guided by research leaders when engaged in research.                  (Bland et al, 2005; Grbich, 1998) 
28. the administration organises research training workshops.                                 (Borg, 2007; Grbich, 1998) 
29. the administration supports our attending of conferences.                                        (Borg, 2007; Hiep, 2006) 
30. we have heavy teaching workloads.                                                              (Dai & Zhang, 2004; Gao, 2006) 
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Table 2 
Fit Indices for Independence and CFA model (N=182) 
Model χ2 df CMIDF IFI CFI RMR RMSEA 
Independence model 2347.656 435 5.397 .000 .000 .250 .156 
Hypothesised CFA model  
Revised CFA model 
758.416 
190.726 
399 
    117 
1.901 
1.630 
.816 
    .941 
.812 
     .940 
.085 
   .059 
.071 
      .059 
 
 
Table 3 
Factor Correlations and Covariances for the CFA Model (n=182)   
  Factors           Correlations      Covariances     aSE cov. p   
T & R nexus & Personal perspectives  .812  .485    .084            .000 
T & R nexus & Predispositions   .441  .242    .063            .000 
T & R nexus & Workplace context   .173  .040    .025           .103 
Personal perspectives & Predispositions  .596  .287    .058            .000 
Personal perspectives & Workplace context   .140  .028    .020            .148    
Predispositions & Workplace context  .476  .089    .033            .007 
Note: All correlations and covariances were statistically significant (p<.007) 
a SE cov. – Standardised errors for covariances 
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Figure 1.  Revised CFA Model. 
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